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Abstract
Approximately 650,000 offenders are being released from prison or jail per year in the USA.
After incarceration, released offenders encounter a myriad of challenges that prohibit successful
transition into the community. Research has focused on the risk factors that contribute to
recidivism – relapse into criminal activity, with limited focus on protective factors that contribute
to desistance from criminal activity. Existing research has relied on several theories to
hypothesize and explain the causes of desistance, with research suggesting that individual
subjective factors and social factors are essential to the desistance process. This study was
therefore guided by two theories – the Ecological Systems Theory and the Transtheoretical
Model, to identify protective and resilience factors that are responsible for desistance. Results
from study showed that internal factors such as readiness to change and identity transformation,
as well as social support and participation in rehabilitation services are essential to the desistance
process of offenders. Findings are relevant for intervention strategies and policy changes.
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Introduction
The United States’ (US) prison population has significantly increased since the 1980s,
with approximately 2.2 million people in prisons and jails (The Sentencing Project, 2020). The
shift in prison/or jail population can be attributed to mandatory sentencing policies, the war on
drugs, structural difficulties for reentry citizens and a high volume of released offenders
returning to prison or jail (US Department of Justice, n.d.). General criminal justice best
practices focus on rehabilitation and fail to recognize the systematic and social barriers imposed
on offenders returning to the community. Due to this negligence the criminal justice system has
engendered a major concern – the “revolving door” phenomenon – a pattern of released exoffenders continuously cycling in-and-out the doors of the community and prison (Freeman,
2003). Therefore, criminal justice professionals, policy advocates, law enforcement agencies,
and correctional staff have shifted their focus to developing offender reentry initiatives.
Offender reentry refers to the reintegration process that released offenders undergo upon
release from prison or jail. Even with the goals to provide offenders with adequate services to
reduce recidivism– relapse into criminal activity, reentry remains a demanding issue because of
the institutional and societal barriers. The US Department of Justice reported that approximately
650,000 ex-offenders are released into communities every year and undergo the reintegration
process. Reintegration back into the community is a critical period for released offenders because
they are often faced with challenges such as inability to secure housing and employment,
stigmatization and disenfranchisement, and lack of substance abuse and mental health treatment
(Urban Institute, 2006; Visher & Travis, 2011). These challenges often contribute to recidivism.
For example, among the thousands of offenders released from prison, approximately 68% are rearrested in three years, 79% in six years, and 83% in nine years (Bureau of Justice, 2018). The
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continuous return and removal of released offenders have detrimental effects on economies,
communities, and families. Specifically, many families suffer from depletion of financial
resources, stigmatization is projected onto communities associated with criminality, and there are
disruptions in the development of neighborhood relationships when there is a revolving cycle of
offenders returning and leaving (Clear et al., 2001).
Despite these challenges, an examination of the statistics related to reentry show that
some released offenders have maintained desistance from crime. For example, Durose and
colleagues (2014) focused on recidivism rates across 30 states from 2005 to 2010. The results
revealed that approximately 13% of released offenders were able to desist and did not engage in
further criminality by the 5th year of the study. Similarly, another study found that 17% of
released offenders were able to desist from criminal activity across 9 years (Bureau of Justice,
2018). These studies suggest that desisting is possible, however, high recidivism rates tend to
overshadow the efforts made by released offenders who have successfully reentered. Released
offenders or returning citizens who have managed to desist from crime often have resources,
characteristics, or conditions that decrease the likelihood of them re-offending – protective
factors.
Desistance is a criminological phenomenon which describes how and why offenders
abstain from re-offending, rather than continual engagement in criminal behaviors. Desistance
refers to the process for how those who exhibited a pattern of criminal behavior come to abstain
from criminal activity. Although, research shows a correlation between reentry processes and
desistance they are not the same concept. Desistance is described as “the long-term abstinence
from criminal behavior among those for whom offending had become a pattern of behavior”
(McNeill, Farrall, Lightowler, & Maruna, 2012, pp. 3). Desistance is also not an event, but rather
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a gradual transition often described as “zig-zag” process (Healy, 2010). The reentry process is
pertinent for released offenders to readjust to society and to thrive. Within this process, offenders
are expected to obtain employment and housing, seek treatment for substance use disorders and
mental health concerns, and avoid opportunities for criminal activity. Although these factors are
often portrayed as challenges in existing literature (Visher & Travis, 2011; Urban Institute, 2006)
they can also contribute to a successful reentry transition. A majority of the research related to
reentry examines risk factors associated recidivism. Limited research exists in the field of
desistance, reintegration, and reentry success. Of the existing research, social factors receive the
most empirical attention, while other studies have recently begun to examine the role of personal
agency and individual cognitive processes in the desistance process. To better understand the
mechanisms underlying those who desist, theoretical frameworks have been proposed to explore
and attempt to understand successful reintegration.
Theoretical Framework and Literature Review
Various theories have been developed to explain both recidivism patterns and processes
of desistance. Two theoretical frameworks that contribute to these explanations are DiClemente
and Prochaska’s transtheoretical (Stages of Change) model, and Bronfenbrenner’s ecological
systems theory. These theories seek to explain how readiness to change, and motivation have
been facilitating factors for behavior change, and may therefore be relevant in understanding
how desire, intention, and confidence in one’s own ability to desist from criminal activity play
important roles in criminal desistance. The transtheoretical/Stages of Change (SoC) model are a
commonly used framework to explain internal motivational processes for general and offender
populations, and posits that people move through six stages of change with interventions that are
different at each stage (DiClemente & Prochaska, 1983). These six stages within this model are
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precontemplation, contemplation, preparation, action, and maintenance. In the initial stage of
precontemplation, individuals may be unwilling or uninterested in receiving any kind of help or
changing. For a released offender, they may have no intention to change their behavior or may
not perceive changing their behavior as important. The primary focus for this stage is to raise
awareness about the need to change behavior (Taxman, n.d.). In the following stage,
contemplation, individuals are aware of the consequences of their behavior and see the
possibility of changing their behavior but are ambivalent. When applied to released offenders,
they may consider the possibility of desisting from criminal activity but will not make an official
commitment to desisting. In the next stage, preparation, individuals have made commitments to
change their behavior and are taking small steps toward that change. Similarly, released
offenders in this stage would have committed to desisting from criminal activity and are
gathering information and resources to assist them in their desistance process. The action stage is
when individuals believe they can change their behavior and are actively involved in taking steps
to change their behavior. For released offenders in this stage, they have a plan that will assist
them in their desistance process and are actively engaging in steps of the plan. This plan may
consist of identifying areas that promote criminal behavior and substituting them with aspects
that discourage criminal behavior. Lastly, in the maintenance stage individuals are successfully
maintaining desired behavior change. Released offenders in this stage are successfully desisting
from criminal activity by avoiding former behaviors (DiClemente & Prochaska, 1983).
Understanding how offenders move through the stages of change helps to understand the
internal processes of desisting from criminal activity; however, to determine resilience and
protective factors that promote desistance it is imperative to focus on the action and maintenance
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stages. Therefore, this study did not aim to examine each individual stage but focus on the stages
where offenders are actively changing or maintaining desired behavior change.
The second theory that relates to the concept of desistance is Urie Bronfenbrenner’s
ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2007). The ecological systems theory
(Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2007) not only examines the individual but the environment that
surrounds the individual, as well as the interaction between the individual and that environment.
The theory posits those individuals and environment (proximal processes) have a stronger
influence on individuals and their well-being compared to more distal processes. The four
ecological systems nested within individuals are the microsystem, the mesosystem, the
exosystem, and the macrosystem (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2007). While the framework was
developed to explain childhood development, as a systemic theory, it can also be used to explain
how the individual and the social environment on different levels can influence criminal
desistance. This framework was introduced to outline factors related to offender reentry at the
micro, meso, and macro levels.
The microsystem is the inner and immediate environment/layer, which consist of the
individual’s own personal agency, social roles, and interpersonal interactions. Factors in this
system have the greatest impact on the individual, especially for offenders because they aid in
their ability to desist from crime. Specifically, these factors consist of criminogenic needs,
mental health status, substance use concerns, and immediate relationships (family and peers).
The mesosystem is the second layer, encompassing the communities and neighborhoods that
surround the individual. For example, this might include community programs, employment, or
probation and/or parole conditions. Released offenders are primarily controlled by the
mesosystem, in that it outlines the restrictions and allowances of the offender (e.g., where they
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can be, who they can interact with, what services/or programs they must be involved in; Paulson,
2013). However, this system can be interrupted due to social stigma (Senser, 2017). For
example, the stigmatization of being an offender can impact their ability to obtain employment
or secure housing. The mesosystem and the microsystem can therefore work together to decrease
greatly the likelihood of re-offending. The macrosystem represents the outer layer of the model,
comprising cultural and societal beliefs and policies. More specifically, it takes into
consideration how a released offender may be impacted by federal and state laws, social
conditions, or public policies. Aside from federal and state laws, there are collateral
consequences which limit or prohibit access to employment, occupational licenses, voting, and
other rights or benefits, that could in turn lead to successful reintegration (Petersilia, 2000;
Malcolm & Seibler, 2017).
Due to the ambiguity through which the desistance process occurs, researchers through
theoretical frameworks have speculated that the desistance process requires motivation, identity
transformation, acquisition of new skills, and relationships that facilitate change. Based on the
literature and limited studies on desistance, this study sought to examine three proximal
individual factors capable of influencing desistance, while examining family relationships as an
external influence on desistance.
Individual Protective Factors and The Desistance Process
Motivation and Readiness to Change
Internal motivation and readiness to change can be considered a prerequisite for behavior
change. This has been supported in many studies regarding health-related behaviors such as
weight loss or smoking cessation (Ceccarini et al., 2015; Prochaska & DiClemente, 1985).
Research has also shown that motivation is a predictor of outcome. Motivation has become
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increasingly emphasized within corrections and the criminal justice system, specifically using the
transtheoretical model (TTM). The TTM framework has been used to explain how offenders
change and the various stages they undergo. Based on the model, most offenders are hesitant or
reluctant about changing their behavior, placing them in the precontemplation or contemplation
stage (Devereux, 2009).
So far, there are consistent findings that internal motivation and readiness to change
invokes behavior change within the offender population (Miller & Rollnick, 2002; Gideon,
2009). LeBel, Burnett, Maruna, and Bushway (2008) conducted a study exploring the differential
impact of internal and external factors on the reentry process among 126 released offenders.
Results from this study revealed support for a combined subjective-social model, which showed
that internal motivation and external social forces are correlated with desistance. An additional
study interviewing released offenders highlighted motivation as an essential component to their
ability to abstain from criminal behavior. Specifically, successful offenders mentioned a desire to
change and maintain parole conditions, while unsuccessful offenders did not demonstrate
confidence in their transition abilities or ability to maintain parole requirements (Davis, Bahr, &
Ward, 2012). Offenders with higher motivational levels are more likely to successfully transition
back into their communities. Burnett (2004) conducted a study following prisoners from prerelease and a 10-year follow-up. Prisoners (80%) in this study expressed desire to avoid reoffending and after the 10-year follow-up, participants who were more confident in their ability
to abstain from crime were less likely to re-offend. Findings suggest that offenders must have the
desire, intention, and confidence in their ability to desist from criminal activity.
Coping Skills
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After incarceration, the re-adjustment process requires released offenders to cope with
both new and old behaviors, stressors, and life experiences and responsibilities beyond
confinement. Depending on the severity of difficulties, coping styles can lead to re-engagement
in criminal activity or desistance from criminal activity. Coping refers to an individual’s ability
to deal with and overcome problems and difficulties. A more common definition used throughout
research is Lazarus & Folkman’s (1986) definition of coping, “constantly changing cognitive and
behavioral efforts to manage specific external and/or internal demands that are appraised as
taxing or exceeding the resources of a person” (p. 141). Existing literature related to coping
styles and offenders is mainly discussed regarding inmate misconduct. This research has shown
that offenders with high rates of prison misconduct also have poor coping skills. Because coping
skills has been shown to influence offenders experience in prison, it can be assumed that coping
skills can influence their experience after release.
Further, studies show that inmate misconduct has a strong relationship with recidivism, in
that those who engage in misconduct while incarcerated have an increased rate of being
rearrested after release (Cochran et al., 2014). Zamble and Porporino (1988) argued that criminal
behavior was associated with poor coping skills such that there was no significant difference in
the problems experienced by re-offenders compared to desisters (Zamble & Quinsey, 1997). The
authors therefore suggested that re-offenders lacked the necessary coping skills to avoid or deal
with stressful situations or perhaps the reentry challenges. This hypothesis has been further
supported by Agnew’s general strain theory (Agnew, 2001), which posits that individuals’
inability or limited ability to handle stressful situations is a significant factor associated with
crime because of inadequate coping skills (Agnew, 2001). Very limited research has however
examined coping styles during the reentry process. The only research so far related to offender
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reentry focuses on coping orientations (e.g., task-oriented, emotion-oriented, or avoidanceoriented) that offenders tend to rely on after release and what orientation has better helped
offenders desist from criminal activity. In that study, Phillips and Lindsay (2011) conducted
interviews with offenders to determine the coping strategies offenders relied on during their
reentry process. The researchers found that offenders relied more on avoidance-oriented and
emotion-oriented coping mechanisms. This study seeks to build on previous work by examining
coping mechanism released offenders rely on to desist from criminal activity, and whether they
are reported as protective factors for released offenders.
Label Identification and Identity Transformation
A third individual characteristic that influences behavior is the label one chooses to
adhere to or is imposed on the individual. During the reentry process, stigmatization is the
driving force behind the barriers of offender reintegration (Chiricos et al., 2007). Thus, the mark
of being an offender or having a felony conviction deeply impacts the offender’s ability to return
to the community to become a productive citizen. Being a convicted felon comes with a host of
restrictions including loss of voting rights and prohibition of obtaining student loans or statelicensed occupations, as well as a myriad of other collateral consequences (Chiricos et al., 2007).
Research related to offender reintegration and stigmatization has focused heavily on how deviant
labels effect reentry outcomes, by examining the concept of labeling theory (Chiricos et al.,
2007). Labeling theory is a criminological explanation that focuses on the role of labeling in the
development of crime and deviance. The theory posits that self-identity and behaviors of an
individual are based on the terminology used to describe them (Becker, 1963).
Labeling theory has an impact on the meso- and macro- systems of released offenders. At
the macrosystem level released offenders are impacted by the state and federal policies, as well
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as the opinions and views of criminal justice officials. The public holds negative views and
attitudes towards released offenders by reinforcing a negative construct on the released offender,
producing a self-fulfilling prophecy (Becker, 1963). When society deems a released offender as
unsuccessful or incapable to transition it decreases the likelihood of them successfully
transitioning. At the microsystem level, the labels generally come from immediate relations in
the individual’s environment, surrounding social groups, and from within the individual. The
reactions of the communities, neighborhoods, and social settings they return to have an impact
on their ability to desist from criminal activity. In communities that offer acceptance and
perceive released offenders as valuable citizens, offenders are more likely to desist from criminal
activity than those who do not.
This theory reinforces the idea that released offenders’ behaviors will be influenced by
how they are labeled. As such labels including “ex-con,” “prisoner,” “ex-offender,” “felon,” or
an “inmate” can be highly stigmatizing, these labels are often associated with being dangerous,
lazy, or manipulative (Breen, 2011; Hirschfield & Piquero, 2010). These labels therefore often
make released offenders feel ostracized from their communities, and eventually they internalize
the labels being applied to them. Some studies suggest that the internalization of these labels
influence released offenders to behave in a manner that is consistent with these labels (Akers &
Sellers, 2009; Goffman, 1963). Therefore, criminals are more likely to engage in criminal
activity if they internalize and adopt an identity as an “ex-offender” or “felon.”
Although research has widely focused on deviant labels, some researchers have begun to
examine how identity transformation contributes to the desistance process of released offenders.
For instance, a longitudinal study following drug-involved offenders from the Delaware state
correctional system found that offenders who had self-reported desistance had changed their
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offender identity into a non-offender identity (Bachman et al., 2016). To maintain non-criminal
identity, the respondents would engage with non-criminal associates and avoid previous
locations that trigger drug use or criminal behavior (Bachman et al., 2016). Maruna (2001) also
noted the difference between desisters and persisters. These terminologies are based on how each
chooses to understand and explain their lives. Desisters were more likely to develop a new
prosocial identity and alienate themselves from their prior criminal involvements, while
persisters were more likely to maintain their criminal identity and continue engaging in criminal
enterprises. For released offenders the labels attached to them can transform how they perceive
themselves. If labeling is a factor in unsuccessful reentry outcomes, it is possible that labels
could contribute to successful reentry outcomes. This study seeks to understand what specific
labels are associated with desistance, as well as the role of identity transformation during their
reentry process.
Family and Peer Relationships and The Desistance Process
To help with re-adjustment into the immediate family, external environment, and
adjustment to challenges, released offenders rely on quality relationships with family, friends,
counselors, and probation/parole officers. Social support and positive relationships are essential
to reentry success because it creates resources and networks to address concerns related to
reintegration, as well as provides released offenders with confidants with whom to share
struggles, celebrate successes, and have support with accountability (Colvin, Cullen, & Vander
Ven, 2002; Denney, Tewksbury, & Jones, 2014; Naser & LaVigne, 2006; Naser & Visher,
2006). In a study conducted to analyze formerly incarcerated Black men’s perspectives on their
process of desistance and the factors that have contributed to their desistance, Williams (2014)
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found that regarding relationships, Black men identified informal social supports such as
sponsors, family, and friends as essential to the desisting process.
Most of the research related to social support has focused on the importance of familial
relationships during the reentry process. Similarly, LaVigne, Visher, and Castro (2004)
conducted a longitudinal study examining the experiences of released offenders returning to
communities in Maryland, Illinois, Ohio, and Texas. In this study 71% of participants expressed
family support as a major factor in helping them abstain from returning to prison. For most
offenders released from prison, they rely on family sources to provide housing, emotional, and
financial support, as well assist them with securing employment (LaVigne et al., 2004; Naser &
LaVigne, 2006). Approximately 45% of offenders expect to receive financial assistance from a
family member and 75% expected to reside with a family member (LaVigne et al., 2004). This
level and type of support has been shown to be important for a successful transition and is
associated with positive reentry outcomes.
Rationale for the Current Study
Based on the literature review and existing gaps in research related to the offender reentry
process and desistance, having a better understanding of these factors could help aid in the
development of more effective interventions to reintegrate offenders into society and reduce their
likelihood of reincarceration. This study therefore sought to identify factors associated with
desistance among released offenders. Additionally, most of the research related to offender
reentry has focused on offenders convicted of felony offenses and reintegrating from prison
systems and not included offenders convicted of misdemeanor charges. Research, however,
shows that offenders convicted of misdemeanor encounter many of the same challenges as those
convicted of felony offenses. Thus, this study also sought to obtain the perspective of desistance
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from both offenders convicted of misdemeanor and felony offenses. Desistance in this study was
defined as those who self-reported abstaining from criminal activity.
Finally, guided by Bronfenbrenner’s and Prochaska’s et al. theories, the study sought to
increase understanding of protective and resilience factors that contribute to reentry success by
focusing on two specific domains: individual and relationships (family/peer) factors. The
individual domain examined internal features that contributed to reentry outcomes. Internal
features are label identification, coping mechanisms, and readiness to change/motivation. The
relationship domain identified factors associated with social support and the strength of those
relationships. Based on these domains, the following research questions (RQ) were examined:
(RQ1): What protective factors influence criminal desistance?
(RQ2): Do internal factors (i.e., readiness to change/motivation, coping skills, and identity
transformation) influence criminal desistance?
(RQ3): What role does familial and peer relationships (social support) contribute to criminal
desistance?
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Method
Participant Section
Participants were 183 released offenders who self-reported being convicted of either a
felony (84%), a misdemeanor (15%), or having pled-guilty to a felony or misdemeanor
conviction (1%). Participants were recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTURK), an online
research platform with access to a large and diverse participant population. The sample consisted
of 70 females and 113 males ranging in age from 22-65 years old (M = 35.73, SD = 8.99).
Seventy-one percent of participants identified as Caucasian/White, 19% as African
American/Black, 4% as Asian America/Asian or Hispanic/Latinx, and 2% as Native American.
Regarding educational status, 7% had a high school diploma, 3% had their GED, 22% had been
in some college, and 68% had a college-degree or higher. Participants were also required to be
18-years of age or older and live in the USA.
Procedure
The study utilized a correlational descriptive research design and completed online via
MTURK. Participants were first provided with three eligibility questions: have you ever been
convicted of a felony, have you ever been convicted of a misdemeanor, or have you ever pled
guilty to a felony or misdemeanor conviction? Participants who were eligible, indicated “yes” to
one of the eligibility questions, were provided with informed consent. Those that were ineligible
were directed to the debriefing page. Eligible participants then completed a series of questions
related to their attitudes toward criminal activity, readiness to change their criminal behavior,
identity transformation, and the strength of their social support during their reentry process. They
were also asked to provide demographic information such as race, sex, educational status, and
criminal history. In total participation took approximately 30 minutes. Participants that
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completed the survey were compensated US$1.75 funded by the Murray State University Office
of Research (ORCA).
Measures
Individual
Identity Transformation. There are no known current scales measuring identity
transformation for this population, therefore, this measure was modeled based on a previous
research study (Bachman et al., 2016), which captured the process of identity change through
intentional self-change. The respondents in the original study were asked to self-report whether
they considered themselves an addict and the efforts they have engaged in to seek help for
substance use. For this study, identity transformation was captured the same, therefore, questions
were modified to measure intentional self-change based on released offenders seeking help to
abstain from criminal activity and the label they chose to adhere to. This measure reflected the
released offender’s efforts to develop a new, more prosocial life. This scale was created based on
three separate indices: 1) label identification, 2) current and voluntary involvement in
rehabilitation services, 3) and if they sought any help from any source to help them abstain from
criminal activity. The released offenders were also asked the duration of involvement in
programs and what specific services they have reached out to or engaged in. Indices two and
three were used in the creation of the scale, with higher scores being indicative of more
intentional self-change (α = .69).
Readiness to Change. Participants completed the readiness-to-change ruler (RR; Miller
& Rollnick, 2002) designed to measure offender’s readiness and willingness to abstain from
criminal activity. The ruler is a quick assessment that measures an individuals’ motivation to
change a specific behavior. The RR outlines three domains: importance, confidence, and
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readiness. The importance domain sought to understand the priority of abstaining from criminal
activity. The confidence domain aimed to determine the offender’s confidence in their ability to
change. Lastly, the readiness domain referred to the offender’s willingness to change. Questions
from this are phrased as “On a scale of 1 to 10, how important is it for you to abstain from
criminal activity.” Each question was phrased differently based on the domain. Lower numbers
are indicative of unwilling to change, not confident, or not important (0-3), middle scores (4-6)
indicate somewhat ready to change, confident, or important, and higher numbers (7-10) indicate
greater readiness to change, confidence, or importance. The ruler does not have any Cronbach
alpha scores because the items have been used independently. However, in this study two
questions were collapsed together to create a scale measuring overall readiness to change (α =
.71).
Coping. Coping was measured in two forms. First, the Coping Scale by Hamby, Grych,
and Banyard (2015) was used to assess for cognitive, emotional, and behavioral methods of
dealing with problems. The current scale is partially adapted from Holahan & Moos (1987). The
items were adapted to measure general coping patterns and consist of 13 items. Items are
assigned a score of one to four, with all scores being summed together. Example of items on this
scale are “when dealing with a problem, I spend time trying to understand what happened,”
“when dealing with a problem, I consider several alternatives for handling the problem,” and
“when dealing with a problem, I take steps to take better care of myself and my family for the
future.” In this study, the purpose of this scale was to measure released offenders’ overall coping
level with higher scores indicating higher levels of coping with life stress (α = .82).
The second aspect of coping examined was the types of coping strategies used by
released offenders to desist. The Brief-COPE scale (Carver, 1997) is a self-report questionnaire
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to measure effective and ineffective ways to cope with stressful life situations. The questionnaire
consists of 28 questions and 14 subscales: self-distraction, active coping, denial, substance use,
emotional support, use of informational support, behavioral disengagement, venting, positive
reframing, planning, humor, acceptance, religion, and self-blame. Items are assigned a score of
one to four, stating “I haven’t been doing this at all” to “I’ve been doing this a lot.” For the
purposes of this study, one question was used from each subscale, with a total of 14 questions (α
= .81).
Relationships
Strength of Social Support. The strength of social support was measured using the
Important People and Activities Measure (IPA; Clifford & Longabaugh, 1991). The IPA assesses
an individual’s involvement with their social network and activities, as well as the support of the
social network and activities. The original target population for this measure are adolescents
(16+) and adults seeking treatment for alcohol problems. However, in this study the measure was
adapted to assess for social support of offenders seeking to desist from criminal activity.
Additionally, the measure was originally developed as a structured face-to-face interview, but the
current study uses them in a survey format that will be completed individually. The purpose of
this questionnaire is to examine the strength of released offenders’ relationships. Six of nine
questions were used to develop a scale representing strength of social support from friends and
peers. Higher scores were indicative of higher strength of social support (α = .75). The other
three questions were used to identify the primary relationships that were important to released
offenders during their desistance process. Strength of social support is defined as the degree to
which the participant feels integrated with their social networks.
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Results
Analytical Design
Using IBM SPSS Statistics Version 25, data was cleaned, and features of the data were
examined by assessing descriptive statistics of all key variables. This was done to ensure that
responses values were entered correctly, were within the correct ranges, missing data correctly
labeled, and any potential outliers checked. For example, age as a variable had one value lower
than 18 and therefore was recoded as missing. Also, participants who reported onset of
desistance as before 18 years old had their responses recoded as missing because the values did
not correspond with their current age and their responses on when they stopped engaging in
criminal activity. The final sample used for this analysis was 183. Next, correlational analyses
were run to assess the relationship between all key variables. Regression analyses were then used
to test each applicable research question, including any significant covariates. Bar Charts were
also used to depict nominal results. The results below outline both descriptive and inferential
analyses.
Descriptive Analyses
Table 1 provides overall information about the sample studied.
Table 1 Demographic features of the data.
Variables

Total N
(N=183)

Total N by
percentage

154
27
2

84%
15%
1%

136
21
114

74%
12%
62%

113

62%

Criminal Status
Felony
Misdemeanor
Pled-guilty to misdemeanor or felony
Incarceration
State or Federal Prison
Jail
Juvenile Facility
Supervision
Dept. of Corrections

19
Sex
Female
Male
Race/Ethnicity

70
113

38%
62%

African American/Black
Caucasian/White
Non-White/Non-Black
Education
High School or equivalent
Some college or trade school
College graduate or higher degree

34
130
19

19%
71%
10%

18
44
121

10%
24%
66%

56
54
27
24
9
6
4

31%
30%
15%
13%
5%
3%
2%

Most Recent Conviction
Nonviolent crime
Drug charge(s)
Violent crime
Sexual crime
Parole violation
Multiple offenses
Other
Note. N = 183

Examinations of associations between demographic variables (age, sex, race, and mental
health support) and the main variables of interest (readiness to change/motivation, identity
transformation, coping skills, perceived social support, strength of social support, and criminal
desistance) were done using spearman correlational analysis. Results showed no significant
associations between the key demographics (age, sex, and race) and criminal desistance;
however, mental health support was a significant and positively associated with criminal
desistance (r = .22). Table 2 summarizes the associations between all variables. The independent
variables were readiness to change/motivation, identity transformation, coping skills, perceived
social support, and strength of social support, while the dependent variable was criminal
desistance.
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Criminal Desistance
Of the 183 participants within this study, 75% of participants reported currently
abstaining from criminal activity. The age at which participants stopped engaging in crime (onset
of desistance) ranged between 18-52; however, on average participants reported ceasing from
criminal activity at the age of 22. In addition, analyses were conducted to determine the average
number of years that participants have been desisting (current age – onset of desistance). Results
revealed that number of years of desistance ranges from 1-39 years, with the mean duration
being nine years.
Main Analyses
Research Question 1: What protective factors influence criminal desistance?
Correlational analyses were conducted to determine variables that were associated with
criminal desistance. Results indicated that of the four key variables, three variables were
significantly and positively associated with criminal desistance – readiness to change, strength of
social support, and identity transformation. Coping skills was the only protective factor that was
not associated with criminal desistance among this sample (see Table 2). In addition, the study
also found that mental health support and participation in rehabilitation or reentry programs were
significantly and positively associated with criminal desistance. Data was also collected on
sources of assistance that have contributed to helping with desistance. As a part of identifying
protective factors in the form of the type of assistance that promotes desistance, participants
reported that employment assistance/placement, education and job training, and money or
financial assistance has been/or are the resources that have helped maintain desistance. Figure 1
highlights all the sources participants endorsed.
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Sources of Assistance
Mentoring
Parenting/Child Care
Mental Health Services
Domestic Violence
Substance Abuse Services
Transportation
Legal Issues or Services
Employment Assistance/Placement
Education and Job Training
Foods, Meals, Clothing Banks
Money/Financial Assistance
Housing
0

10

20

30

40

Figure 1. Sources of Assistance that have helped with the desistance process
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Research Question 2: Do internal features (i.e., readiness to change, coping skills, and identity
transformation) influence criminal desistance?
A logistic regression was conducted to ascertain the associations between readiness to
change, coping skills, and identity transformation on the likelihood that participants would
abstain from criminal activity, while controlling for mental health support. The model was
statistically significant X2(4) = 16.49, p < .05. The model explained 14% of the variance in
criminal desistance and correctly classified 77.8% of participants abstaining from criminal
activity. Coping skills and identity transformation were not significantly associated with criminal
desistance, therefore, compared to persisters there were no significant differences in the
relationship. However, readiness to change was significantly associated with an increased
likelihood of abstaining from criminal activity. The following information provides more indepth analysis of the following internal factors.
Table 3. Logistic regression model of abstaining from criminal activity (1= Yes, I am desisting;
0= No, I am not desisting)
Predictors

B

SE

Mental Health
.78
.51
Support
Readiness to
.29*
.12
Change
Coping
-.00
.04
Identity
.24
.21
Transformation
Constant
-.81
1.29
2
Notes: X = 16.49, df = 4, p = .00, n = 183. *p < .05

Odds ratio (OR)

2.17

% (95%
confidence
interval)
.79 – 5.95

1.34

1.06 – 1.68

1.00
1.27

.85 – 1.89
.93 – 1.07

.44

Coping Skills.
Being an exploratory study, in addition to general patterns, we also sought to examine the
types of coping mechanisms participants frequently used. Overall, released offenders primarily
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used self-distraction, active coping, and positive reframing as ways of coping with everyday
challenges. The least used coping mechanism were emotional support and venting. Figure 2
summarizes the most (denoted as YES) and least (denoted as NO) coping mechanisms used.

Coping mechanisms often used by Released Offenders
Self-Blame
Religion
Acceptance
Humor
Planning
Positive Reframing
Venting
Behavioral Disengagement
Instrumental Support
Emotional Support
Substance Use
Denial
Active Coping

Self-Distraction
0

20

40

60

80
No

100

120

140

160

180

Yes

Figure 2. Visual representation of the coping mechanisms that released offenders have and have
not been engaging in while reentering into society.
Identity Transformation.
Identity transformation had two broad components. The first focused on intentional selfchange, such as being voluntary involved inn reentry or rehabilitation programs (Table X). The
second component focused on label preference. Participants were given a list of the most
frequently used labels (e.g., ex-convict, returning citizen, felon) based on literature and labels
from criminal-justice related websites. They were asked to endorse the label they most preferred
to be identified by. Results showed that the most preferred labels to be identified as was
returning citizens (20%), followed by ex-offender (16%). Figure 3 summarizes all preferred
labels.
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Offenders' preference of label identification
Ex-felon
Felon
Justice-involved person
Returning citizen
Ex-convict
Formerly incarcerated person
Ex-offender
Released offender
0
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Figure 3. Label preference of released offenders.
Research Question 3: What role does familial and peer relationships (social support)
contribute to criminal desistance?
Social support.
A logistic regression was conducted to examine the effects of strength of social support
on the likelihood that participants are abstaining from criminal activity, while controlling for
mental health support. The overall model was statistically significant X2(2) = 23.74, p < .05. The
model explained 20% of the variance and correctly classified 80.7% of participants abstaining
from criminal activity. Strength of social support was positively associated with the likelihood of
abstaining from criminal activity.
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Table 4. Logistic regression model of abstaining from criminal activity (1= Yes, I am desisting;
0= No, I am not desisting)
Predictors

B

SE

Odds ratio (OR)

Mental Health
1.52*
.43
Support
Strength of
.14*
.04
Social Support
Constant
-2.65
.97
2
Notes: X = 23.74, df = 2, p = .00, n = 183. *p < .05

4.56

% (95%
confidence
interval)
1.96 – 10.62

1.15

1.07 – 1.25

.07

The following questions provide a more detailed outline of the components of social
support, specifically, interesting findings on the role of familial and peer relationships in
desistance are presented:
Who, if anyone, on this list would you consider to be in your primary support system
during your desistance process?

Primary Support System of Released
Offenders
Significant Other
Same Sex
Spouse
Another Friend
Neighbors
Co-Worker
Other Fam
Children
Brother
Sister
Father
Mother
0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Figure 4. Primary Support System of Released Offenders
The above graph provides a visual representation of individuals that released offenders
identified as being essential supports for their desistance from criminal activity. Based on the
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reports, mothers (N = 107; 58.5%) and fathers (N = 79; 43.2%) were reported to be the largest
support system for most of the participants.
How often did you/do you contact this individual during an average week during your
desistance process?

Level of Contact with Support System
120
100

80
60
40
20

0
Frequently

Weekly

Monthly

Figure 5. Level of Contact with Support System. Frequently = daily or at least three to six times
per week; Weekly = once or twice a week to every other week, Monthly = less than monthly.
The graph shows a visual of the level of contact released offenders have with their social
support system. Participants reported having more frequent contact with their support system
operationally defined as communicating daily or at least three to six times per week.
How often does this person (key support system) engage in criminal activity?

Criminal Activity from Support System
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0
Never

Monthly

Figure 6. Criminal Activity from Support System

Weekly

Frequently
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Figure 6 provides details on the frequency of criminal activity that the primary support
person of the released offenders engaged in. Based on the graph, participants reported frequent
rates of engagement in criminal activity from their primary support person. Frequent engagement
was operationally defined as engaging in criminal activity daily or several times per week.

29
Discussion
The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of resilience and protective
factors that contribute to the desistance process of released offenders. Past research has
suggested that the cessation of offending could be associated with various factors. Results from
this study confirmed that strength of social support, identity transformation, readiness to change,
mental health support, and participation in rehabilitation or reentry programs were associated
with desistance. In addition, the higher prevalence of employment assistance and placement
corroborated findings that having employment is associated with lower rates of re-offending
(Visher, Debus, & Yahner, 2008). In addition, these findings are supportive of Sampson and
Laub’s (2001) theory of desistance, indicating that the occurrence of turning points such as
employment builds social ties to community reducing the likelihood to re-offend.
Secondly, financial assistance was identified as the second most important service
provided that helped offenders abstain from criminal activity. This finding is consistent with
(Singapore After-Care Association, n.d.) study summarizing important sources for ex-offenders.
Our study used the ecological systems theory framework and stages of change framework
as a guide, the overall results support explanations that factors in the microsystem and
mesosystem are vital to desistance (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2007). Although the study was
not aiming to examine each individual stage of change, the variables sought seemed to assess the
action and maintenance stage (e.g., onset of desistance/participation in rehab-or reentry
programs), stages where offenders are actively engaging in behavior change or maintaining
behavior change. The findings within this study suggest an overlap between the ecological
systems theory and the stages of change framework, honing in on the importance of the synergy
of internal and external factors to promote desistance.
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Internal Factors
This study also sought to examine whether internal factors such as readiness to change,
identity transformation, or coping skills influence criminal desistance. Of the existing literature,
research has suggested that individual subjective processes could be responsible for the
desistance process (LeBel et al., 2008). Theories such as the theory of cognitive transformation
(Giordano et al., 2002) argued that cognitive shifts contribute to desistance, meaning that the
offender must be opened to change their behavior, opportunities of change, adopt a pro-social
identity, and have a change in their perceptions of criminal behavior. Although this study did not
examine all the stages of the theory, the findings for readiness to change are consistent with the
first stages of this theory. Additional research has also supported the notion that desisters were
more likely to emphasize readiness to change (Lattimore, Dawes, & Barrick, 2018). More
specifically, when examining individual aspects of readiness to change as the early stage, such as
importance, readiness, and confidence, results from this study are consistent that these
components are pertinent to changing behavior, especially when working with offenders
(Colman & Laenen, 2012; Ginsburg et al., 2002).
Past researchers have also found that identity transformation serves as a factor for
criminal desistance (Bachman et al., 2016; Maruna, 2001), however, results from this study
indicate that changes in identity were indirectly responsible for desistance. The inconsistency
between these results could be due to confounding variables such as receiving mental health
services, especially since in the previous section identity transformation was significantly
correlated to desistance. In addition, labeling theory presents substantial evidence on how
“labels” influence behavior, especially how deviant labels can lead to deviant behaviors. Reports
from this study show that released offenders preferred to be identified as returning citizens or ex-
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offenders. Often labels are projected onto offenders hindering their ability to successfully
transition and fostering stigmatization towards offenders. More research is needed to understand
the effects of specific labels on reentry outcomes. A noteworthy finding in this study was that the
sample of participants had at least a high-school education or higher, and approximately 67% of
them having attended college or obtained a college degree. Therefore, findings suggest that
education might buffer the effect of stigmatization.
Limited research has focused on whether coping skills contributes to desistance and
examined more on how offenders are coping with reentry barriers (Koski & Bantley, 2013;
Phillips & Lindsay, 2011). The lack of coping skills has been associated with criminal behavior,
therefore, the study assumed that coping skills could also influence non-criminal behavior.
However, results suggest that ability to cope was not a significant factor in this study for released
offenders’ desistance from criminal activity. A possible explanation for these findings could be
that ability to cope with reentry stressors does not negate the lack of resources and support
available to offender’s post-incarceration. Like Phillips and Lindsay (2011), released offenders
are engaging in emotion-oriented coping mechanisms (e.g., positive reframing or acceptance),
but an additional finding showed that they were also engaging in problem-focused coping
mechanisms (e.g., active coping, planning, or instrumental social support).
Social Support
Research has continuously shown that social support is a fundamental factor in the
desistance process. Specifically, strong social ties and stable relationships have been shown to
provoke new identities for offenders and create opportunities of change for offenders (Colvin et
al., 2002; Denney et al., 2014; Naser & LaVigne, 2006; Naser & Visher, 2006). Consistent with
previous research, strength of social support contributes to offender’s decision to abstain from
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criminal activity. Within this subsection, intimate and family relationships, friendships or peer
groups, spousal relationships, and religious communities have been researched as relationships
beneficial to offenders (Williams, 2014; Naser & LaVigne, 2006). The results from this study
provide greater support for immediate family members as high priority to desistance, particularly
maternal and paternal figures. To our knowledge, this study is the first to provide an outline of
the strength of support received by their primary support system. Released offenders tended to
report having more frequent contact, receiving higher levels of support, and that their support
system highly supported their choices to abstain from criminal activity, as well as their progress.
Previous studies have also suggested that offenders who disassociate themselves from
peers or environments condoning criminal behavior are more likely not to re-offend. Contrary to
these studies, the frequency of engagement in criminal activity from support systems was slightly
elevated. It is unclear why there is a difference between these findings. However, one
explanation could be that even though their social support systems may be engaging in criminal
activity, the importance and readiness to change their behavior may overshadow their desire to
engage in criminal activity. Another explanation could be that their social support system is
engaging in minor criminal activity compared to the crimes the released offender committed
therefore there is limited impact of their criminal activity on them.
Implications
The primary goal of the criminal justice system is to enhance public safety, specifically,
with the aim to reduce recidivism. Rather than emphasizing “reducing recidivism” as the primary
motive, policies should be reframed to promote desistance as the primary goal. In addition, risk
and responsivity assessments currently and primarily focus on addressing criminogenic needs
(e.g., criminal associates or antisocial attitudes) to reduce reoffending behavior. Since previous
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research and this study have shown that individual subjective and social factors are
simultaneously important to desist, non-criminogenic needs (e.g., readiness to change, selfesteem, internal factors that create turning points, social support) of offenders should not be
ignored in assessments, interventions, and policy creation. Interventions and programs designed
to help released offenders desist from criminal activity should incorporate both factors
(individual and social). Criminal justice agencies should aim to collaborate with mental health
agencies, as mental health agencies by profession help facilitate the process of internal change,
behavior change, and promote well-being.
Limitations and Future Research
This study had several limitations. One of the primary limitations for this was the fact
that this was an exploratory analysis, investigating resilience and protective factors among
released offenders. Being an understudied area, future studies should examine these variables
further to ascertain robust patterns associated with desistance. Another limitation of the study
was that released offenders in this study were primarily white men and many of them had
education levels higher than a college education. Research has shown that many offenders lack
the necessary education to successfully reintegrate into society, with approximately 40% lacking
a high school diploma (Tolbert, 2012). Therefore, the study does not account for the perspective
of the offenders within this educational level. Future research should therefore examine these
research questions in a variety of demographic domains such as race/ethnicity and from those
who have lower education levels. Limitations also existed within the methodology of the study
such as the measurement of desistance. Research has continuously discussed the difficulties in
measuring desistance; in this study desistance was measured based on self-report. Self-report
bias can interfere with results and the study did not have any additional sources to verify whether
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participants have been “crime-free” or rearrested. In addition, data was collected on a platform MTURK – where most offenders may not have access to, therefore, limiting the amount of data
collected about offender’s reentry experiences. Future studies should aim to find effective ways
to measure desistance and collaborating with criminal justice facilities to collect data. Again,
future research should examine protective factors important to reentry experiences based on
criminal conviction of the offender because reintegration processes can vary based on criminal
conviction. Lastly, the findings are supportive of several desistance explanations, however, the
results are not able to determine whether individual or social factors are more important, or one
factor precedes another. Future research should therefore consider examining these patterns in
tandem and overtime.
In conclusion, desistance is possible among released offenders or returning citizens. A
focus on desistance may reduce the revolving door phenomenon long term, in the field of
criminal justice and mental health. This study examined protective and resilience factors among
released offenders and found that readiness to change, identity transformation, strength of social
support was significantly associated with desistance. Engagement in mental health or
rehabilitation services were relevant too. These findings address gaps in desistance research and
are pertinent for interventions and policy review in the criminal justice system.
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Appendix A
Thesis Survey for Released Offenders
Have you ever been convicted of a felony*?
o Yes

o No

Have you ever been convicted of a misdemeanor?
o Yes
o No
Have you ever plead-guilty to a misdemeanor or felony charge?
o Yes
o No
Have you ever been incarcerated in a state or federal prison?
o Yes
o No
Have you ever been incarcerated in a local state jail?
o Yes
o No
Have you ever been incarcerated in juvenile facility?
o Yes
o No
Are you currently under the supervision of the Department of Corrections (e.g., probation,
parole, etc.)?
o Yes

o No

Are you currently abstaining from criminal activity?
o Yes
o No
What age did you start engaging in criminal activity? ___
What age did you stop engaging in criminal activity? ___
When was the last time you committed a crime? (months/years)
When was the last time you were arrested for a crime? (month/years)
Before your release what label did you refer to yourself as?
o Released offender
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o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Ex-offender
Formerly incarcerated person
Ex-convict
Returning citizen
Justice-involved person
Felon
Ex-felon
Other

What label do you prefer to identify with as of today?
o Released offender
o Ex-offender
o Formerly incarcerated person
o Ex-convict
o Returning citizen
o Justice-involved person
o Felon
o Ex-felon
o Other
Which label do you least prefer to be referred to as?
o Released offender
o Ex-offender
o Formerly incarcerated person
o Ex-convict
o Returning citizen
o Justice-involved person
o Felon
o Ex-felon
o Other
*If the participant does not indicate that have been convicted of a misdemeanor or a felony, then
the participant will be directed to a page explaining why they did not qualify for the study.
Demographics
How old are you? _____
What is your biological sex?
o Female
o Male
What is your race/ethnicity?
o African American/Black
o Caucasian/White
o Asian/Asian American
o Native American
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o
o

Hispanic/Latinx
Other

What is your highest level of education completed?
o 6th grade or less
o 7th-9th grade
o 10-11th grade
o High school
o GED
o Some college
o College graduate
o Trade school
o Postgraduate study (e.g., Masters, Doctorate)
o Other
During your most recent incarceration, what were you incarcerated for? (provide examples)
o Nonviolent crime (e.g., property crimes, alcohol-related offenses)
o Drug charge (e.g., drug paraphernalia, drug possession, drug manufacturing/delivery)
o Violent crime (e.g., homicide, murder, assault, robbery, etc.)
o Sexual crime (e.g., rape, sexual abuse, sexual battery, etc.)
o Parole violation
o Multiple offenses
o Other
During your most recent incarceration, where were you housed?
o Jail
o Prison
o Juvenile facility
How long were you in prison or jail? _____ years or _____ months
When were you released from prison or jail? (month/year) ___________
How many times have you been in prison in your lifetime? ___
How many times have you been in jail in your lifetime? ___
Are you currently and voluntarily participating in any rehabilitation or reentry programs?
o Yes
o No
o No, but I used to be
If yes, how long were you involved in this/these programs? (state # of months)
If yes, which state did you participate in these programs? (List of all 50 states)
If “No, but I used to be”, how long were you involved in this/these programs? (state # of months)
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If “No, but I used to be”, which state did you participate in these programs? (List of all 50
states)
Have you sought any help from any source to help you abstain from criminal activity?
o Yes
o No
If yes, please identify what services or sources of assistance have helped you abstain from
criminal activity? (Check all that apply)
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Housing
Money/Financial Assistance
Food, Meals, and Clothing Banks
Education/Job Training
Employment Assistance/Placement
Legal Issues or Services
Transportation
Substance Abuse Services
Domestic Violence Services
Mental Health Services
Parenting/Child Care
Mentoring
None
Other

In the past month have you received counseling, outpatient treatment, or support for your mental
or emotional health?
o Yes
o No
In the past month have you received counseling, outpatient treatment, or support for any
substance use problems?
o Yes
o No
Readiness to Change (Miller & Rollnick, 2002)
0
How important is it for you to
abstain from criminal activity?
How confident are you that you
could abstain from criminal
activity if you decided to?

Not at all
1
2
3

Somewhat
4
5
6

7

Very
8 9 10
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How ready are you to commit to
changing your behavior?

Coping Scale (Hamby, Grych, & Banyard, 2015)
Instructions: Each item says something about a particular way of dealing with a problem. We
want to know to what extent you have been doing what the items say. Do not answer on the basis
whether it seems to be working or not – just whether you are doing it. Use these response
choices. Try to rate each item separately in your mind from the others. Make your answers as
true FOR YOU as you can.
1= Not true
about me
When dealing
with a problem I
spend time
trying to
understand what
happened.
When dealing
with a problem I
try to see the
positive side of
the situation.
When dealing
.
with a problem I
try to step back
from the
problem and
think about it
from a different
point of view
When dealing
with a problem I
consider several
alternatives for
handling the
problem.
When dealing
with a problem I
try to see the
humor in it.
When dealing
with a problem I
think about

2= A little true
about me

3= Somewhat
true about me

4= Mostly true
about me
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what it might
say about bigger
lifestyle
changes I need
to make.
When dealing
with a problem I
often wait it out
and see if it
does not take
care of itself.
When dealing
with a problem I
often try to
remember that
the problem is
not as serious as
it seems.
When dealing
with a problem I
often use
exercise,
hobbies, or
meditation to
help me get
through a tough
time.
When dealing
with a problem I
make jokes
about it or try to
make light of it.
When dealing
with a problem I
make
compromises.
When dealing
with a problem I
take steps to
take better care
of myself and
my family for
the future.
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When dealing
with a problem I
work on making
things better for
the future by
changing my
habits such as
diet, exercise,
budgeting, or
staying in closer
touch with
people I care
about.
Brief Cope Scale (Carver, 1997)
Instructions: Each item says something about a particular way of coping. We want to know to
what extent you have been doing what the items say, as well as how much or how frequently. Do
not answer on the basis whether it seems to be working or not – just whether you are doing it.
Use these response choices. Try to rate each item separately in your mind from the others. Make
your answers as true FOR YOU as you can.
1= I have not
2= I have been
been doing this doing this a
at all,
little bit
I have been turning to
work or other activities
to take my mind off
things.
I have been taking
action to try to make
the situation better.
I have been refusing to
believe that it has
happened.
I have been using
alcohol or other drugs
to make myself feel
better.
I have been getting
emotional support from
others.
I have been trying to
get advice or help from

3= I have been
doing this a
medium
amount

4= I have been
doing this a lot
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other people about what
to do.
I have been giving up
trying to deal with it.
I have been expressing
my negative feelings.
I have been trying to
see it in a different
light, to make it seem
more positive.
I have been thinking
hard about what steps to
take.
I have been making fun
of the situation.
I have been learning to
live with it.
I have been trying to
find comfort in my
religion or spiritual
beliefs.
I have been blaming
myself for things that
happened.
Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (Zimet, Dahlem, Zimet & Farley,
1988)
Instructions: We are interested in how you feel about the following statements. Read each
statement carefully. Indicate how you feel about each statement.
1= Very
strongly
disagree
There is a special
person who is
around when I
am in need.
There is a special
person with
whom I can share
my joys and
sorrows.
My family really
tries to help me.

2=
3=
Strongly Mildly
disagree disagree

4=
Neutral

5=
Mildly
agree

6=
7= Very
Strongly strongly
agree
agree
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I get the
emotional help
and support I
need from my
family.
I have a special
person who is a
real source of
comfort to me.
My friends really
try to help me.
I can count on
my friends when
things go wrong.
I can talk about
my problems
with my family.
I have friends
with whom I can
share my joys
and sorrows.
There is a special
person in my life
who cares about
my feelings.
My family is
willing to help
me make
decisions.
I can talk about
my problems
with my friends.

The Important People and Activities (IPA; Clifford & Longabaugh, 1991)
What relationships have been important to your desistance process during the past 12 months?
(Check all that apply)
o Mother
o Father
o Sister
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o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Brother
Children
Other family member
Co-worker
Neighbor(s)
Another friend (male or female)
Spouse
Same sex partner
Significant other
Other

Who, if anyone, on this list would you consider to be in your primary support system during your
desistance process? Please check up to 3 options.
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Mother
Father
Sister
Brother
Children
Other family member
Co-worker
Neighbor(s)
Another friend (male or female)
Spouse
Same sex partner
Significant other
Other
No one

45
Please identify all that live in the same household as you.
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Mother
Father
Sister
Brother
Children
Other family member
Co-worker
Neighbor(s)
Another friend (male or female)
Spouse
Same sex partner
Significant other
Other
No one

Please respond to the following questions that explore the relationship between you and
your primary support system. NOTE: Focus on the most important support person in last
12 months of your reentry process.
How often did you/do you contact this individual during an average week during your desistance
process?
o
o
o
o
o

Daily contact
3-6 times a week
Once or twice a week
Every other week
Less than monthly

How important has this person been to you during your desistance process?
o
o
o
o
o

Not important at all
Slightly important
Moderately important
Important
Very important

How supportive has this person been to you during your desistance process?
o
o
o
o
o

Not supportive at all
Slightly supportive
Moderately supportive
Supportive
Very supportive

How often does this person engage in criminal activity?
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o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Never
Daily
Several times a week
Once or twice a week
Every other week
About once a month
I do not know

How has this person reacted to your disengagement in criminal activity?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Very happy/glad
Encouraged
Accepted
Neutral
Did not accept
Stopped engaging with me

How has this person felt about the progress you are making/have made by staying out of
prison/jail?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly supports
Supports
Neutral or I do not know
Mixed
Opposes
Strongly opposes
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